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Foreword

In 1992 the National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC) issued a plan, To
Protect a Priceless Legacy: The Preservation and Use of Historical Records. The plan is notable not only
because it was the first to be adopted by the NHPRC, but also because it addressed two very important
questions: “How do we save the nation’s history?” and “How do we assure the American people, now
and in the future, that the records of their historical experience are safely preserved and readily
accessible?” Realizing that the plan’s goals and objectives would require refinements and adjustments
over time, the NHPRC called upon others in the field “to help the Commission continually assess
needs and progress in order to keep the American people informed about what is happening to their
documentary heritage.” The following report by the Council of State Historical Records Coordinators
(COSHRC), Maintaining State Records in an Era of Change: A National Challenge, is a contribution to that
assessment.

Maintaining State Records in an Era of Change: A National Challenge is part of an ongoing assessment
being conducted by the COSHRC. It follows up on COSHRC's 1993 report on state records programs,
Recognizing Leadership and Partnership, the first detailed analysis of state archives and records
management programs since Ernst Posner’s American State Archives, published in 1964. The present
report not only updates the information and data from 1993, but also details how state archives and
records management programs are addressing the challenges posed by information technology, and
recommends steps for further action.

COSHRC is continuing its assessment activity and is now preparing a companion report to
Maintaining State Records in an Era of Change, which will provide a national portrait of non-government
historical records repositories. The Council’s intensive work over the past few years on these reports
has provided many opportunities for collaboration among the state historical records coordinators, and
has provided an important forum for sharing information and promulgating best practices. The
Council is very appreciative of the financial support provided by the NHPRC.

There are a great number of people who have contributed to this endeavor, but special recognition
is due to three individuals in particular. Lila ]J. Goff, Minnesota Historical Society, as the 1994-95
COSHRC Chair, set the project into motion and facilitated its progress in many important ways during
that time. She has since served as head of the report editorial committee. Richard A. Cameron, NHPRC
Assistant Director for State Programs, supplied timely guidance, support, and encouragement from the
very beginning of the project through its publication. And finally, Victoria Irons Walch, who, as the
project consultant, was exceptionally responsive to the concerns and interests of the coordinators, and
produced a comprehensive report on state archives and records management programs in an era of
change.

Roy H. Tryon, Chair
Council of State Historical Records Coordinators
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Preface

The records of our nation’s history are as diverse as its geography and as numerous as its people.
Reflecting our federal system of government, the enduring records of our government are housed not
only in the National Archives in Washington and its various Regional Archives and Presidential
Libraries, but also in state archives in every state of the union, in regional repositories in many states,
and in county and parish court houses, municipal records offices, town halls, and school buildings in
almost every community.

Although we tend to think of these records, if we think of them at all, as discreet documents related
to a specific action of government, or a particular legal transaction between citizens, these are, in fact,
part of an organic information resource. Records are in many ways the life’s blood of our republic.
They secure our rights as citizens, protect our vital interests, assure the accountability of our
government and our public servants and nourish our understanding of our institutions and ourselves.

Each state bears the responsibility for the management and preservation of its own records and
information as the federal government does for the records and information it creates. But in a larger
yet very real sense, the states and federal government share stewardship for the records of our nation
that have enduring value. I may be a resident of Virginia, but my American citizenship may be
documented by a birth certificate in Pennsylvania or a court decree in California. Records created and
maintained by each state are important to individuals and institutions nationwide.

/7i

It is possible to look at this report as a description of our nation’s “other” national archives.
Collectively, the states” archives represent a resource as important to our national history as the
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA). The states and territories currently hold 1.77
million cubic feet, an amount comparable to the 1.8 million cubic feet reported in NARA’s 1994 annual
report (although this figure does not include the holdings of the presidential libraries). The 1,700
archivists, records managers, and other staff working in the state archives and records programs are
fewer than the 2,900 staff working for NARA in 1995. The overall rate of growth for all state archives
in paper holdings of 100,000 cubic feet per year is roughly comparable to the annual growth rate in
NARA'’s paper holdings reported in the 1994 annual report. Both NARA and the states, collectively at
least, are experiencing a widening gap between the amount of records in their care and the number of
staff they have to service them. A quick total of the budget table shows the states spending about $90
million on archives and records as compared to NARA’s annual budget of $195 million. These few
comparisons suggest, rather than define, the scope and importance of the archives and records
programs to our nation.

State archivists and records managers have an opportunity through this report and similar
cooperative efforts to learn more about each other’s programs and to incorporate the best features
toward the betterment of their own. The common purposes and functions that link the National
Archives and state archives encourage the same kind of cooperation. Together, archives and records
administrators at all levels of government can face the national challenge presented by rapid changes
in recordkeeping and technology and work together toward common solutions. Citizens in every state
and territory of the union have a stake in their success, and they will reap the benefits now and in the
future.

Richard Cameron
Assistant Director for State Programs
National Historical Publications and Records Commission
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Introduction

This is the third biennial report of the Council of State Historical Records Coordinators
(COSHRC). It is part of an ongoing effort to review and summarize the status of historical
records programs in the states and to promote the establishment of national priorities
addressing records concerns.

The first report, Preserving Yesterday While Planning for Tomorrow, was issued in 1991. The
second, Recognizing Leadership and Partnership, appeared in 1993.

The current report builds especially on the 1993 report, which presented a substantial
quantity of baseline data on archives and records programs in state governments nationwide.
The 1993 effort made extensive use of the statistical data that the National Association of
Government Archives and Records Administrators (NAGARA) has collected annually from
state archives and records management programs since 1989. For the past few years, staff at
the North Carolina Department of Archives and History, headed by R. Jesse Lankford, Jr., has
had chief responsibility for administering the survey. In 1995, NAGARA was generously
willing to collaborate with COSHRC in collecting additional information during the survey.

NAGARA/COSHRC Joint Survey. The 1994 survey questionnaire was developed jointly
by representatives from NAGARA and COSHRC. They included R. Jesse Lankford and
Druscilla Simpson from the North Carolina Department of Archives and History, Lila Goff of
the Minnesota Historical Society and then chair of COSHRC, Richard Cameron of the National
Historical Publications and Records Commission, and Vicki Walch, project coordinator for
COSHRC. Most of the questions came directly from earlier NAGARA surveys. A number of
new questions were added to address specific concerns raised by the State Coordinators.

In January 1995, the survey forms were mailed to all state archivists and, where separate
programs exist, all state records managers. Their equivalents in the territories and the District
of Columbia also were sent the survey form. Additional copies were distributed to State
Coordinators in those states where the state archivist is not also the coordinator. The
individuals who actually responded to earlier NAGARA and COSHRC surveys also received
copies of the form.

The 1994 NAGARA /COSHRC Joint Survey eventually received responses from 49 states
and Puerto Rico. In most, the responses covered both the archives and records management
programs. In six states, only the archives program responded: Idaho, lowa, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, and Ohio. No responses were received from either program in
Louisiana, the District of Columbia, nor the other U.S. territories. Arkansas has no active
records management program for its state government.

The report that follows draws heavily on selected portions of the joint NAGARA/
COSHRC survey. NAGARA will also be publishing an extensive set of tables as part of its
ongoing annual statistical reporting effort.



Structure and Use of the Report

This report is intended to have both practical use and be forward thinking. The first
section examines how state governments are changing in response to the challenges and
opportunities offered by new technologies and the evolving National Information
Infrastructure. It focuses specifically on issues central to the archives and records programs’
ability to participate in policy development and contribute to effective information delivery,
including

® Promoting sound programs for electronic recordkeeping
® Uses of information technology for access to records
® Involvement in information resources management and information policy bodies

The next sections look at specific ongoing administrative concerns of archives and records
management programs:

® Laws and regulations ® Staffing
® Facilities ® Fees
® Holdings ® Preservation

The concluding section makes recommendations about what state archives and records
management programs, individually and through the Council of State Historical Records
Coordinators, must do to meet the challenges ahead.

As a companion to this report, COSHRC produced a profile for each state’s archives and
records program based on the statistical data and program descriptions collected during the
NAGARA /COSHRC joint survey. Appendix A in this report presents an example of one of
these profiles. Copies of each of the other state profiles are available from the respective state
coordinators (see addresses on inside front and back covers). COSHRC also hopes to make all
of them available on the Internet later in 1996.

Appendix B presents an extensive set of tables that contain comparative statistical and
programmatic data across state lines.



State Archives and Records
Management Imperatives

The National Association of
Government Archives and Records
Administrators (NAGARA) approved the
following statement in March 1994 as part
of its Missions, Principles, and Goals.

Through strong archives and records
management programs, governments
must ensure that:

e records adequately document the
conduct of public business for the
purposes of government and the
benefit of the people

e all possible care is taken to guarantee
the integrity of information

e information is organized to facilitate
use

e information collecting and maintenance
burdens are kept to the lowest possible
level

e legal restrictions on access are
respected in order to guarantee
privacy, proprietary, and other rights

e resources are used effectively and
efficiently in creating and maintaining
government records

e ownership and dissemination of
government information fosters the
greatest possible public benefit

e electronic information is made
available equitably

e records are retained and available for
as long as needed by government and
the public

e records with long-term research value
are identified, preserved and
accessible.

10

State Archives and Records Programs
Face the Information Revolution

In setting the focus for the 1995 report, the Council of
State Historical Records Coordinators (COSHRC) was
especially interested in determining how well prepared
state archives and records programs are to address the
challenges brought by the information revolution.
Technology is creating sometimes radical organizational
and social changes and virtually every profession is
taking stock of its place in the new order. Archivists and
records managers have made many large and small
efforts to adapt existing practices or develop new
methods during the last decade. COSHRC decided to
look at the progress made to date in state government
archives and records programs, highlight innovative
solutions so that other programs might adapt them
locally, and determine where additional effort was
warranted.

Some state governments are farther along than others
in responding to the information revolution. The degree
to which state archives and records management
programs have evolved will always reflect the broader
organizational culture in each of their states. At this
time, for instance, nearly a third of all states have neither
an information resources management nor a formal
information policy body. Only nine states are known to
be working on the development of a Government
Information Locator Service. It is a rare archives and
records program that has the wherewithal to be a leader
of innovation in a state government that is not yet
responding to the policy implications of the information
revolution.

But change has come to many states. The sections
that follow highlight the many positive achievements
made by archivists and records managers in their efforts
to ensure continuing access by American citizens and
their public servants to the records that document our
rights as citizens, the actions of our government, and our
national experience.

Archivists and records managers have much to bring
to the table when states are developing policies and
creating new connections for delivery of information
services. Archivists and records managers are familiar
with the functions and responsibilities of every state
agency. They have long experience in customer service,
balancing citizens’ right to know with an individual’s



rights to privacy and the government’s administrative
needs. They bring a long-term perspective to a
conversation that too often focuses on the next few
months. Rapid changes in technology can make vital
information inaccessible with the next hardware or
software innovation, making it essential that someone
serves as the advocate for tomorrow’s administrators and
researchers whose work will depend on today’s records.

To be effective participants in the management and
delivery of state information resources, archivists and
records managers must

e have vision. They must articulate a clear sense of
their mission and purpose. They must also develop
strategies and provide tools to ensure government
accountability by fostering effective and accessible
recordkeeping in an electronic environment.

® be connected. They need the hardware, software,
and other resources necessary to communicate with
other state agencies and with citizens who are seeking
to retrieve information about records of state
government and information contained in those
records.

e be visible. Archives and records programs must be
recognized and be incorporated into the
organizational structures (information resources
management, information policy, and
telecommunications boards) that are defining state
government responses to the information age. Other
agencies and the public must understand the
functions of archives and records management and
appreciate the benefits they offer.

e be informed. State archives and records personnel
must acquire enough fluency in the language of the
new technology to explain long-term requirements to
systems designers and to understand potential users’
needs.

e have authority to act. States must have legislation on
the books to adequately define public records,
determine access provisions for them, and ensure that
agencies live up to their responsibilities to create and
preserve adequate documentation of their activities.
The state archives and records management programs
must have the authority to enforce these provisions
and the resources to promote them through the
development of written guidance and training
programs.

11



Trends in State Government Influenced
by Electronic Recordkeeping

The New York State Archives has

identified trends in the way state
governments conduct business as they
move from paper-based to electronic
communications and commerce:

stagnant or shrinking budgets

heightened demands for accountability in
government operations and in the use of
public resources

rising expectations by the public and by
businesses for rapid, easy, affordable
access to government information and
services

available technology for creation,
management, storage, and distribution of
information in electronic form

new technological innovations such as the
“information superhighway” that eliminate
geographic barriers to accessing
information and foster information sharing
reductions in the cost of digital storage
and capture

growing recognition that better information
management is a key to quality
improvements in service delivery
increasing awareness that information is a
strategic resource that must be managed
systematically.

NYSARA, Building Partnerships for
Electronic Recordkeeping (1995).
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Changes in Recordkeeping:
The Move from Paper to Electronic
Systems

State archivists and records managers in 1996 bear a
double burden. On the one hand they see a rapidly
unfolding electronic information maze that is infiltrating
every corner of society, with radical changes promised in
the ways state governments operate and the expectations
citizens have about the products and services they
receive. Archivists know that if they do not intervene,
much critical information available today will be lost or
unusable tomorrow because of changes in technology,
careless mishandling, or simple ignorance of its long-
term importance.

On the other hand, they are buried in a large and
growing volume of traditional paper-based records. The
50 state archives already hold more than 1.7 million cubic
feet of paper files, more than 2.5 million reels of
microfilm, and more than 10 million photographs.
Records managers deal with an even larger body of
active and semiactive records that is bulging out of filing
cabinets and store rooms throughout government. The
sheer volume of records strains the storage capacities in
most states and makes locating specific records a
logistical and intellectual challenge for reference
personnel.

In 1988, Hugh Taylor observed that many familiar
forms of record were beginning to change and concluded
that “many classes of documents at the operational level
will disappear altogether.” He described the massive
and rapidly growing accumulation in the late 20th
century as a “kind of supernova paper explosion” before
recordkeeping flips entirely into electronic form.!

The next several sections discuss three specific areas
in which archivists and records managers are working to
resolve issues raised by electronic information
technology: (1) ensuring that sound recordkeeping
practices continue as the media and form of records
change; (2) harnessing the power of technology to
improve and broaden access to records; and (3)
incorporating archival and records management
perspectives into state information resources
management and information policy development.

! Hugh Taylor, ““My Very Act and Deed’: Some Reflections on the Role of
Textual Records in the Conduct of Affairs,” American Archivist 51 (Fall 1988): 466.



Promoting Sound Programs for
Electronic Recordkeeping

All records, regardless of media, provide essential
evidence of government transactions and the
development and implementation of public policy. As
recordkeeping moves from traditional, paper-based
forms to electronic systems, policy makers, managers,
and the public have a renewed interest in ensuring that
the new forms sustain their evidential validity.

Paper contracts bore inked signatures and embossed
seals as proof that they were authentic. What must
electronic records include to carry equivalent proof of
authenticity? Nineteenth century census takers filled out
preprinted forms with column headings that
distinguished the quantity of children from the value of
property. How will users of twentieth century databases
know how to interpret the strings of numbers that
comprise the raw, machine-readable forms of these
records?

Functional requirements for electronic records

The most straightforward approach will be to design
electronic information systems in such a way that the
characteristics necessary are automatically built into the
creation and maintenance of records. Archivists and
records managers are now defining and promulgating
functional requirements for electronic recordkeeping that
will do just that. Once defined, they can be translated
into technical specifications and incorporated into
software so that adequate recordkeeping practices
become an automatic byproduct.

Those developing the functional requirements have
identified three critical components of records: content,
structure, and context.? No matter what media are used
to capture information, all three elements must be
retained in order to fulfill the requirements of accurate
and complete recordkeeping.

The content is the informational substance or data
which can take the form of words, numbers, images, or
sounds. But random strings of numbers or words are not
meaningful, and therefore not a record, without a

2 See discussions of these concepts in David Bearman, “The Electronic Office,” in
Electronic Evidence: Strategies for Managing Records in Contemporary Organizations
(Pittsburgh: Archives and Museum Informatics, 1994): 148-149; and Terry Cook, “It’s
10 O’Clock: Do You Know Where Your Data Are?,” Technology Review 52 (January
1995): 51-52.

Functional Requirements for
Recordkeeping

An NHPRC-funded project at the
University of Pittsburgh is developing a
set of criteria that will ensure that
electronic systems create and maintain
records that are

e comprehensive
e authentic
e tamper-proof

Project participants David Bearman,
Richard Cox, and John McDonald plan
to translate these requirements into
technical specifications that can be
incorporated into new software
products. Ideally, adequate
recordkeeping practices would thereby
become an automatic byproduct of
corporate information systems. are

Additional information about the
functional requirements is available at
http://iwww?2.lis.pitt.edu/~nhprc.

13



Implementing Functional
Requirements for Recordkeeping

The U.S. National Archives plans to
issue functional requirements for
electronic recordkeeping systems for
federal agencies in 1996.

Other projects, funded by NHPRC,
are working on issues surrounding the
implementation of the functional
requirements for electronic record-
keeping:

The City of Philadelphia is applying
risk-assessment analysis to the criteria

in developing a new information system.

New York’s Center for Technology
in Government is evaluating the
functional criteria developed by several
projects (including projects at the U.S.
Department of Defense and the
University of Pittsburgh) to develop a
“best practices” model.

14

structure. Common structures for paper-based records
are tax returns or birth certificates; electronic records
have structures provided by programming languages or
data encoding standards that must be retained along
with the data itself for it to be usable. The third
component, context, is the link to the where, why, and
how a record was created in the first place. Context is
crucial to proving that the record is an accurate reflection
of the transaction it purports to document. It may be
provided by an explicit fixture like a signature or official
seal on a paper document; or a more subtle clue like the
substance of the other documents found in the same file
folder. Context is very difficult to establish in electronic
records systems where data bits flow freely and can be
combined in infinite variations.

A number of state archivists and records managers
have been working to incorporate this thinking into their
programs for managing electronic records. The process
of retooling their programs to address electronic records
has been greatly facilitated by annual institutes held for
state archivists and records administrators at the
University of Pittsburgh. A total of 88 archivists from 37
institutions in 35 states attended one or more of the six
institutes held between June 1989 and June 1994. Reports
from the institutes document the growing awareness of a
need for change and encourage sharing of successful
applications and practices among states.?

The 1996 and 1997 institutes are being cosponsored by
the National Association of Government Archives and
Records Administrators (NAGARA) and the National
Association of State Information Resource Executives
(NASIRE). They hope to facilitate collaboration between
state archivists and records managers and their
counterparts in state information resources management
and information policy offices.

Agency personnel need guidelines and training to
implement programs effectively

One of the lessons being learned by archivists and
records managers is that laws or regulations requiring good
recordkeeping practices are not enough. To have a real
effect on the proper creation and maintenance of records,
archivists and records managers must make a concerted
effort to provide ongoing guidance and training to
employees throughout state government. Telling agencies
they must do something will not produce the desired
results unless the staff is shown how to do it.

¥The End of an Era: 1994 Camp Pitt,” NAGARA Clearinghouse 10 (Fall 1994): 4-8.



This conclusion was one of the key findings in a
recently completed three-year project undertaken by the
New York State Archives and Records Administration
(NYSARA). The project was designed “to develop a
framework for a comprehensive electronic records
program that would integrate electronic recordkeeping
and archival requirements into the mainstream of agency
information management practices.”*

New York, like many states, has a statutory definition
of records that clearly includes “computer-readable
materials” along with other media. NYSARA had been
requiring agencies to use conventional records
management practices for all types of records:
inventorying records using standard forms and
procedures, developing disposition schedules, obtaining
authorization from the State Archives to dispose of
records, and transferring records to the State Archives
when their useful life in the creating agency had ended.
Virtually every state archives and records program
applies these same requirements to the government
records in their jurisdictions. New York, along with
many others, also had a number of additional
requirements for electronic records: to collect information
about hardware and software necessary to use the
records, to maintain documentation, to prepare back-up
copies, and to store magnetic media under specific
conditions.

Although the law and regulations were based in
standard practices in widespread use, NYSARA found
three key deficiencies that illuminate the disjuncture
between the intent of laws or regulations and how they
are followed in actual practice:

eNYSARA had not published and distributed
sufficient basic guidance to state agencies to enable
them to distinguish between records and nonrecords
and to incorporate records retention requirements
into the design of electronic information systems;

esome aspects of NYSARA's regulations were too
burdensome or too focused on process and procedure
instead of outcome;

eNYSARA needed to provide specific tools or methods
to enable agencies to apply the regulations effectively.

At the conclusion of the project, NYSARA found that
“Although the definition of a record in state law remains

*NYSARA, Building Partnerships for Electronic Recordkeeping (Albany:
February 1995).
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Examples of GILS in State Government

The Florida State Library, parent of the
Bureau of Archives and Records
Management, hosts the Florida
Government Information Locator
Service (http://www.dos.state.fl.us) which
provides links to functional descriptions of
each state agency, listings of key
personnel, agency addresses and phone
numbers, primary data provided by
agency, and publicly available agency
Internet servers (http://199.44.58.12)

The New York Information Locator
Service (http://unix2. nysed.gov/ils) is an
online directory developed by the State
Archives in cooperation with the State
Library. It tells users what information is
available about a particular topic or from
a particular source through New York
state government. It also provides direct
access to all government Internet
services and full texts of key documents
like the governor’s budget and annual
state of the state message (http://unix2.
nysed.gov/ils).

Other GILS re: State Government:

Missouri: http://www.oseda. missouri.
edu/mogils

Texas: esdd/waisgate.html

SOLINET Public Information Project:
http://www.solinet.net/pip/
pubinfo.shtml
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valid, the records management procedures proposed
in the regulations cannot be implemented easily in the
current policy and technology environment.”

Uses of Information Technology
for Access to Records

Since the 1960s, archivists in all kinds of
repositories have been using computer-based
technologies to provide access to their holdings. For
the most part they have been creating automated
tools that describe the records in their custody:
bibliographic catalogs, indexes, and other finding
aids. Over time, these have evolved from strictly
local stand-alone systems to integrated networks that
are available over the Internet. Now archives are
beginning to use automation not just to describe the
records but to deliver actual contents of the records,
enabling users to search the full text of archival
documents from their homes or offices and retrieve
the information they need without ever coming to the
archives reference room.

The extent to which state archives can make these
online services available, however, is heavily
dependent on the overall computing environment in
their respective state governments. There is broad
disparity among the states in the availability of
electronic mail connections, for instance.

Government Information Locator Service. One
of the central components in the development of the
National Information Infrastructure (NII) is the
Government Information Locator Service (GILS).”
The federal government mandated that all federal
agencies provide Internet access to descriptions of
their “core records” by the end of 1995. A growing
number of states are also developing their own GILS
systems. Because they are all based on the same
technical standards, the federal and state systems
could ultimately provide a seamless source for
citizens who are looking for government information
no matter where it originates or resides.

The federal bulletin establishing GILS identifies
three purposes: (1) to improve citizens” and agencies’

SLisa Weber has provided an excellent “Primer on the Government
Information Locator Service (GILS)” in the NAGARA Clearinghouse (Fall 1995): 8-
10. More information about GILS is available at http://info.er.usgs.gov/gils/
index/html.



abilities to find information created by the federal
government; (2) to improve agencies’ abilities to carry
out their records management responsibilities and to
respond to Freedom of Information requests; and (3) to
reduce the information collection burden on the public
by making existing information more readily available
for sharing among agencies.

The Office of Management and Budget is directing the
GILS effort in the federal government and, appropriately,
has turned to the National Archives to provide
guidelines and training for other federal agencies on how
to prepare descriptions of their records. Itissued a
manual in March 1995 and has been providing one-day
training courses throughout the year.®

Only a handful of states have begun GILS efforts of
their own, but more are poised to start (see Table 18). In
several cases, the State Archives is actively involved in
shaping the system; for a few it is the host and principal
developer. GILS applications are truly extensions of the
work state archives have done since their inceptions.
State archives and records program staffs have detailed
knowledge about what kinds of records are created in
every state agency through their records management
activities; they have developed efficient, easily
understood, and standardized methods for describing
the wide range of records found in governments; they
have a long-standing commitment to providing access to
government records; and they know how to deliver the
reference services most desired by private citizens and
government employees alike.

State archives home pages on the World Wide Web.
There is no greater change in the last three years than in
state archives’ use of the Internet to provide access to
potential users. In early 1993, only five state archivists
even had basic electronic mail capability, and several of
those were through accounts paid for by the state
archivist personally. Today, no fewer than 30 have
Internet e-mail and 20 state archives have their own
World Wide Web home pages, with more in
development (see Table 25). The links and access tools
provided by each home page vary greatly. Some are in
only the earliest stages of development while others are
quite sophisticated.

®NARA’s GILS manual is accessible through the NARA home page (http:/
/Www.nara.gov).

WWW Home Pages

The Oregon State Archives was the
first state archives to offer a home page
and has continued to refine it since its
introduction in March 1994
(http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us). Today it
contains the following features:

» explanations of the services provided
by the Oregon State Archives,
including how records come to the
archives and a list of records of
special interest to genealogists and
family historians

instructions for submitting online
reference requests

an online edition of the Oregon
Historical County Records Guide with
descriptions of the records along with
maps and detailed county histories

a searchable index to probate case
files, a key resource for genealogical
research

the full text of legislative committee
minutes for 1991 and 1993

a virtual tour of an exhibit about
Oregon’s Emergency Farm Labor
Service with images and text

facts about the new Oregon State
Archives Building, a road map
showing how to get there, and
images of public art on display in the
building

links to other key resources, including
NHPRC's newsletter, Annotation, the
Oregon Secretary of State, and the
State of Oregon Home Page

The Utah State Archives home page
provides links to those of many other
state archives as well as a large number
of other links useful to the records and
research communities (http:/
utstdpwwwe.state.ut.us/ ~archives/
referenc/!archive.htm).
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Several state archives provide access to actual records
either from their home pages or through a Gopher. A
number of others have dial up or Telnet access to their
online finding aids. Fourteen now accept and respond to
reference requests via e-mail (see Table 24).

Bibliographic networks. For several years, state
archives have been contributing descriptive records to
national, regional, and statewide bibliographic databases
(see Table 24). The Research Libraries Information
Network (RLIN) managed by the Research Libraries
Group, Inc., has attracted the largest number of state
archives, due in large part to an NHPRC-funded project
to develop descriptive standards that would be
compatible with the RLIN format and provide support
for preparing entries. Fifteen state archives now provide
descriptive records through RLIN.

Currently, the other major national network, OCLC,
carries descriptions from four state archives. These seem
to be states in which the state archives is closely linked
with the state library agency; it could be that the library
led the way in use of the OCLC network for
bibliographic access for state government.

Two state archives, Arizona and Montana, use the
Western Library Network (WLN), while five more report
that they participate in statewide networks.

Descriptive coverage lags. Despite the flurry of
activity reflected above in moving to automated access
tools, the biggest impediment to full use of these tools
may become a lag in traditional archival activities. The
process of preparing descriptions of records held in
archival repositories remains a labor intensive activity.
When resources are tight, ongoing descriptive work often
suffers as the workload shifts to reference demands.

The NAGARA/COSHRC survey asked state archives
to indicate what percent of their holdings were described
in four categories of access tools: (1) nonelectronic
tinding aids available in house (e.g., typescript
inventories, card catalogs, shelf lists); (2) published
finding aids (inventories and guides that could be found
in library reference collections outside the state archives);
(3) automated systems accessible at the state archives
(e.g., local cataloging systems, standalone computer
databases); and (4) automated systems accessible
remotely (e.g., bibliographic networks like RLIN and
OCLC, Internet services like gophers and WWW home

pages).



Most of the state archives responding (36) claim to
have descriptive control of 80 percent or more of their
holdings at the record group level, but only 24 have
control of 80 percent or more at the series level (see Table
26).

Most critical for access via the Internet, an approach
favored by a growing number of researchers, only 10
state archives now have 90 percent or more of their
series described in automated systems and most of those
are only local systems. Only three of them (California,
Minnesota, and New York) now make their series
descriptions accessible through remote systems. A great
deal of writing and data entry lies ahead before the bulk
of the state archives’ series descriptions will be available
for access over the Internet.

Involvement in IRM and
Information Policy Development

Implementation of information management and
policy in the states. The 1994 biennial report of the
National Association of State Information Resource
Executives (NASIRE) was devoted to an examination of
the organizational approaches being taken by each state
in the management of information technology and
related issues.” NASIRE found that the overall trends,
tirst identified in its 1992 report, were continuing: many
states were developing information resources
management (IRM) commissions, establishing chief
information officer (CIO) positions, and creating
dedicated information-services organizations. At the
same time, the NASIRE report noted that “no two states
are attempting to provide solutions in exactly the same
way. ... There is great diversity in organized design
and the manner in which authority is vested in these
organizations.”®

When the 1994 NASIRE data is compared to the 1995
NAGARA/COSHRC data (see Table 21), it is clear that a
great deal of confusion exists: confusion over what IRM
and information policy really is, who is responsible for
its implementation in state government, whether specific
states actually have assigned this responsibility or not.

“National Association of State Information Resource Executives, State
Information Resource Management Organizational Structures: 1994 NASIRE Biennial
Report (Lexington, KY: NASIRE, 1994).

SNASIRE, State Information Resource Management Organizational Structures, p. 3.

A Definition of Information
Resources Management

“A managerial discipline that views
information as a resource analogous to
financial, physical, human, and natural
resources, and stresses the efficient
and effective handling of information.”

A Glossary for Archivists, Manuscript
Curators, and Records Managers
(Chicago: Society of American
Archivists, 1992).
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For instance, compare the state-by-state responses to
the questions about the existence of a central IRM body.
In 1994, 25 states reported to NASIRE that they had IRM
commissions, while in 1995, 29 states reported to
NAGARA/COSHRC that they had a “centralized IRM
function.” In the aggregate this makes sense; one could
expect growth in the number of IRM agencies in year
between surveys. A closer examination, however,
reveals significant discrepancies:

In 24 states, the responses from the two surveys agree:

® In 15 states, both the NASIRE and NAGARA/
COSHRC respondents reported that there is an IRM
entity (AK, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, KY, MS, NH, NC, TN,
VT, VA, WA, WI). All but two of these involve the state
archivist and/or records manager in their work.

® In nine states, both surveys reported that no IRM
entities are in existence (AR, HI, MO, NE, OH, OK,
RI, SD, WY).

In 21 states, the responses from the two surveys differed:

®]n 12 states, the 1994 NAGARA /COSHRC respondents
said there was an IRM entity, although a year earlier
NASIRE reported there to be none (AL, AZ, CA, IL, IA,
MA, MI, MN, NJ, ND, PA, SC). The best interpretation
of this disagreement is that these states have undertaken
new program initiatives in the past year and are now
beginning to implement IRM programs. The less
favorable interpretation is that the archivists and records
managers do not fully understand IRM and are seeing
progress where there is none.

®There were also nine states in which the NASIRE
response was positive, but the NAGARA/COSHRC
response was negative (IN, KS, ME, MD, MT, NV,
NM, OR, TX). Among the many possible
interpretations are that IRM functions have been
eliminated in the last year or that the IRM agency is
not visible enough to be recognized by state archivists
and records managers.

The NAGARA /COSHRC report also asked state
archivists and records managers to report if there was a
central information policy entity and, if so, does the
archives and/or records management program
participate in its activities. Twenty-four states reported
having an information policy entity, some in the form of
boards or commissions, some in Departments of
Administration or the Governor’s Office. Four are in



states in which the NAGARA/COSHRC respondents
said there was no IRM function but the NASIRE
respondents said there was (suggesting a difference in
the way the two groups define IRM and information
policy).

Participation of archives and records management in
information management and policy development.
Another issue of key interest to archivists and records
managers is the extent to which they are involved in IRM
activity or information policy development. According
to the NAGARA /COSHRC survey, 16 states have both
an IRM and information policy entity and involve the
archives and/or records management agency in both.
An additional four states have an IRM agency that
involves archives/records management and an
additional five have an information policy entity that
involves archives/records management. Seven states
have either IRM or information policy but archives/
records management personnel do not participate.

One factor affecting the role of archives/records
management might be the placement of the program
within state government (see Tables 28 and 29). Those
states in which archives are either independent agencies
or are housed in the Department of Administration
(where information authority often resides) or
Department of Education are both more likely to have a
central IRM/information policy entity and to involve the
archives/records management program in its activities.
Those with archives in the state historical society or
cultural resources department are less likely to have an
information program and only a few of those who do
involve the state archives. There is a mix of activity in
those states which house their archives in either the state
library agency or the secretary of state’s office, the two
most common placements.

This pattern might suggest that state officials who
view archives/records management programs as part of
the active administration of state government are more
likely to have developed a comprehensive approach to
information resources in all forms. Those who deal with
archives as primarily a cultural resource, unconnected
with the daily business of state government, may not be
managing their information resources as well, nor fully
recognize the valuable resources available among the
state’s permanent records.
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Ongoing Administrative Issues and
Resources of
State Archives and Records Programs

Along with the new challenges imposed by
technological change, state archives have ongoing
administrative and programmatic demands that must be
met. The following sections of the report cover areas of
concern that are more traditional but nonetheless vital to
the health of the overall preservation and availability of
state government records in all forms.

Laws and regulations

Definition of a record. When the first laws
establishing archival programs in state government were
drafted around the turn of the 20th century, there was
little question that the term “records” referred to paper
documents. As late as 1939, with the passage of the first
Federal Records Act, the definition of records was still
tied to the physical media. However, it was not long
before new technologies forced a reevaluation of this
definition. The 1943 Federal Records Act added the
phrase “regardless of physical form or characteristics” to
try to cover all possible recording media that might
appear in the future. In a 1992 study, Dennis Neilander
found this same “catchall” phrase in 25 state laws
defining public records.’

All 48 states responding to the 1994 NAGARA/
COSHRC joint survey indicated that they have formal
definitions of what constitutes a record (see Table 20).
Forty-six are based in statutes, while those of Oregon and
Tennessee are contained in regulations. This appears to
be something of an improvement over the situation
documented by George Bain in his 1983 analysis of state
archival law. At that time, 24 states had detailed and
explicit definitions, 16 had detailed but ambiguous
definitions, eight had only oblique or summary coverage,
and two had no definitions at all.*

° Dennis Neilander, “Presentation to the Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee
to Study the Laws Governing Public Records and Books: Comparisons of State Public
Records Laws,” [Nevada] Legislative Counsel Bureau (January 10, 1992).

' George Bain, “State Archival Law: A Content Analysis,” American Archivist
46 (Spring 1983): 164-167. Hawaii and Louisiana were the two with no definitions
in 1983. Hawaii passed legislation containing a definition in 1988; Louisiana did
not respond to the survey. The eight found to have inadequate definitions in 1983
were Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Nevada, New
Hampshire, and North Dakota. Only two have amended their laws since then:
Maryland (1984 and 1994),and New Hampshire (1995).



In the past 10 years, more than half (28) of the states
have revised their statutory or regulatory definitions of a
record. Most of these (24) already had detailed
definitions on the books according to Bain’s analysis.

Thirty-five states report that their current definitions
cover electronic records (including five whose laws
predate 1980) and four more indicate that they have
revisions in progress that will make such coverage
explicit. Only 15 specify that electronic mail is covered,
while five more have legislation pending to do so.

Open records legislation. All of the 48 states that
responded to the survey reported that they had a statute
regarding an individual’s right to access to government
records (see Table 19). Undoubtedly, they are modeled
on the federal Freedom of Information Act first passed in
1966 and amended in 1974. All also reported that access
to certain records is restricted, and it is logical to assume
that most of these restrictions are made to protect
individual privacy and proprietary corporate
information comparable to provisions of the federal
Privacy Act. Nearly half of the states have some time
limit after which access restrictions expire. These are
typically based on the life expectancy of individuals and
run between 50 and 75 years, with 25 years on the low
side and 110 years on the high side. In several cases,
restrictions expire only for records held in the state
archives.

Admissibility of microfilm, optical images, and
electronic records. The evidential value of records, a
standard criterion by which specific records are chosen
for long-term retention, has entered a new dimension
with the widespread use of electronic information
systems. While most paper documents can easily be
recognized as “authentic” because of signatures, official
seals, or similar verifying marks, it is much more difficult
to link electronic data with its origins and all too easy to
alter electronic files inadvertently or deliberately without
leaving a trail.

Only one of the 48 states responding to the survey
(Rhode Island) does not have a statute providing for the
admissibility of microfilm as valid evidence in a court
case (see Table 18). More than two-thirds of the
reporting states also have some provisions for admitting
optical images or electronic records in court or are in the
process of developing statutes or regulations that will
make this possible. Several, including Alabama, North

Examples of Recent Legislative
Activity

An attempt to revise and expand
the scope of Ohio’s public records
law took wing with the introduction of
Senate Bill 36 and House Bill 46.
Both address several contentious and
unresolved matters related to access,
copying fees, and response-time
parameters governing duplication
requests. A subcommittee of the Ohio
Senate began hearings in July 1995.
The open records legislation is
supported by the Ohio Newspaper
Association and a variety of citizens’
groups. Elected public officials,
particularly those serving at the
county and local level, have
expressed reservations, fearing that
the proposed measure, if enacted,
will have a negative impact on the
daily operation of their offices.
Similar reform efforts in recent
sessions of the Ohio General
Assembly drew heavy fire and quickly
foundered.

Kentucky amended its Open
Records statute in 1994 to include
software in the definition of a public
record, allow copying of public
records in standard electronic or
paper formats, allow agencies to
charge reasonable fees for copies,
and permit expanded cost recovery
for specialized media. A video tape
was produced to inform citizens
about the new language in the law
that included presentations from the
Attorney General, the Kentucky
Department for Libraries and
Archives, and the Kentucky
Information Resources Management
Commission.
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Dakota, and Wyoming, indicated that such records were
currently admissible under judicial rules of evidence.

The promulgation of such legislation or rulemaking
has received a strong push from the professional
community and imaging industry representatives. In
1993 the Association for Information and Image
Management received a modest grant from the NHPRC
to develop a model uniform law pertaining to the legal
acceptance of records produced by information
technology systems in federal and state agencies and the
legal admissibility of such records as evidence in federal
and state courts.

Permanent paper standards. An equally strong push
for permanent paper legislation seems not to have fared
as well. In January 1990 the U.S. Congress passed a Joint
Resolution to establish a national policy for permanent
papers.! It recommended that federal agencies use acid-
free permanent papers for publications and for
permanently valuable federal records. Based on
information provided by the NAGARA/ COSHRC
survey respondents, only five states have enacted
permanent paper legislation since 1990 while another six
have responded with regulations or executive orders (see
Table 18). A few had statutes or regulations in place
before 1990, and at least one has a proposed statute in the
works. But it appears that well over half of the states
have no statute or guideline promoting the use of
nonacidic paper for permanently valuable records.

Optical imaging standards. On the other hand,
optical imaging standards, also promulgated by the
imaging professionals, have been incorporated into the
regulatory frameworks of more than half the states since
1991 (see Table 18). Only two have been passed as
statutes; most take the form of regulations or
administrative rules.

Facilities

One of the most remarkable findings in the 1993
COSHRC report was the number of states that had
recently completed, were in the process of building,
or were planning to build new state archives facilities.
The 1994 NAGARA /COSHRC survey asked for more
detailed information on both state archives buildings
and records centers in order to more closely evaluate
this activity.

1 Public Law 101-423 signed by President George Bush in October 1990.



The survey data indicates that facilities are
continuing to be a focal point for state archives and
records management programs. More than half of the
existing state archives buildings have been built since
1970 with eight more new buildings being planned.

A detailed presentation of the data is contained in
Tables 9 and 10. A summary of new building and
renovation activities is provided in the adjacent
sidebars.

Storage capacities. When the responses to the
question “when will your facilities be full?” are
analyzed, the reasons for this building boom become
clear. Nineteen state archives buildings (39.5% of
those reporting) are already full to capacity and 15
more (31.3%) report that they will be full in the next
five years. Ten (28.6% of those reporting) records
centers are already full, while an additional 18 (51.4%)
will be full in five years.

The 48 state archives buildings have a combined
total storage capacity of 2,127,192 cu. ft. The 35
records centers have a combined total storage
capacity of 4,784,844 cu. ft.

Six states (AK, CO, NH, ND, OH, WV) have no
separate records center facilities. Colorado and New
Hampshire store temporary records in their state
archives buildings; the others do not provide any
centralized storage for semiactive or temporary
agency records.

Storage conditions in state archives. Overall
storage conditions are fairly good, with some notable
exceptions. Thirty-six (75%) of the reporting state
archives facilities have temperature controlled storage
for 85 per cent or more of their holdings, although
only 30 (62.5%) have humidity control. A number of
those with no humidity controls are in the midwest or
south where hot, humid summers are the norm,
leaving the holdings open to significant mold and
mildew infestation.

Fire detection systems are nearly universal. Only
three (CT, NE, OK) report that less than 85 percent of
their holdings are stored in facilities without fire
detection equipment. Fire suppression is much less
common, with only 25 (52%) reporting that it is
available for the bulk of their collections.

Two-thirds of the storage condition controls in
state archives buildings are based on standards

State archives facilities-related
activity since 1980:

1980s

1990s

Planned

10 new buildings

IA, KY, MD, MA, MI, ND, SD,

UT, VT (2)

7 renovated buildings

FL, HI, MT, NH, PA, TN, WA
6 new buildings

CA, KS, MN, MO, NV, OR

2 renovated buildings

NE, NH, WY

8 new buildings

DE, NH, NM, OK, PA, SC,
VA, WI

9 renovated buildings

IN, KY, ME, MT, NJ, NV, NY,

NC, OH

Records center facilities-related
activity since 1980:

1980s

1990s

Planned

8 new buildings
AZ, CA, IL, KS, MA, MN,
PA, UT

6 renovated buildings

AL, ME, MI, OK, SD, TX
6 new buildings

AK, FL, GA, MO, NV, WA

9 renovated buildings

AZ, CT, DE, HI, MD, NJ, VT,
Wi, WY

8 new buildings

CA, CO, DE, IN, KY, NM,
TN, WI

4 renovated buildings
AL, AZ, NV, PA
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established and promulgated by the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) and the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA).

Storage conditions in records centers. Conditions in
records center facilities are much more variable since
optimum storage controls are much less critical for
records that are only to be kept for a few years. Only 16
state records centers (46 %) have temperature controls
and 12 (34%) have humidity controls.

Fire is certainly a more immediate threat to
temporary records than the slow deterioration that poor
temperature and humidity controls might bring. It is
logical, therefore, that nearly all (91%) have fire
protection systems, an even greater percentage than in
state archives facilities. Fire suppression in records
centers is also more common than in state archives: 24
(69%) have such systems.

Holdings

State archives. Table 11 provides a detailed
breakdown by media for the holdings of each state
archives. It demonstrates the significant challenges
archives personnel face in handling a wide variety of
media, as well as the rich resources available for potential
users. Combined there are more than 1.7 million cu. ft. of
paper records, more than 2.5 million reels of microfilm,
and more than 10 million photographs.

Government vs. nongovernment archival holdings.
For the first time, the NAGARA/COSHRC survey asked
state archives to differentiate between government records
and nongovernment manuscripts when they reported their
paper holdings. In two states (AR , MT) there are more
nongovernment than government records in the state
archives. In eight, one-third or more of the total holdings
are nongovernment materials. Most of these are in states in
which the state historical society is assigned to perform the
archival function for state government.

Growth in state archives holdings. The 1993
COSHRC report found a substantial growth in the
volume of paper records held by state archives from the
mid-1980s to 1992."2 It appears that the growth is

12 The 1993 COSHRC report used statistics on holdings gathered by NAGARA
for fiscal year 1992. These figures were compared to data for holdings in 1986

compiled by Howard Lowell in his study of preservation programs, “Preservation
Needs in State Archives” (Albany: NAGARA, 1986).



continuing at a level of just under 100,000 cu. ft. per year
for all state archives (see Table 12). The average volume
of paper records was 22,473 cu. ft. in 1986, 32,310 cu. ft. in
1992, and 36,980 cu. ft. in 1994.

On the other hand, the amount of microfilm held by
state archives appears to have stabilized. The 1994
survey shows that there is a total of just over 2.5 million
reels in all state archives, a slight decrease from the 1992
survey (see Table 13).

Nontextual media. There are still relatively few state
archives that have accessioned electronic records.
However, there are substantial quantities of
photographs, moving images (film, videotape), and
maps, blueprints, and drawings. At least nine state
archives have significant collections of artifacts and other
three-dimensional materials (AL, AK, AZ, GA, MA, MD,
NE, VA, WA). Only one of these, Alabama, reports
having responsibility for the state’s museum program, so
additional investigation would be needed to determine
the character of this material in other repositories.

Records center holdings. The NAGARA/COSHRC
survey shows a total of more than 4 million cu. ft. of
paper records stored in state records centers. There is
also a significant volume of electronic record media
stored in records centers in some states, perhaps as
security backups for active files.

Security microfilm. There appears to be a
variance among states in where they choose to store
security and master copies of microfilm. Some of this
film is reported in state archives holdings, while others
report it under records center holdings. Itis an
administrative technicality, perhaps, but should be taken
into account when reviewing the relative size of holdings
between state archives and state records centers.

Staffing

Wide variation in staffing levels. The number of full-
time equivalent (FTE) positions allocated to archives and
records management varies widely from state to state.
Logically, factors that affect staff size include the extent of
services provided by the archives and records management
program and the relative population of the state.

Programs that include large micrographic operations
tend to have the largest number of FTEs, but these

iR
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operations are often self supporting through fees charged
to other state agencies for their services.

Programs that have a substantial field operation to
provide advice and services to local governments also
tend to have larger than average staffs. Some local
government programs are now supported, at least in
part, by supplemental filing fees collected at the local
level for the specific purpose of enhancing the care and
preservation of important local government records.

A number of states have historical societies that
provide care for both official government records and
nongovernment materials like personal papers and
records of private organizations. In these institutions,
processing and reference services for both public and
private materials are provided by the same individuals,
making it difficult to give accurate estimates for the
number of FTEs devoted solely to the care of government
archives.

Staff size relative to demand for services. Archives
and records programs are inherently labor-intensive.
The current report provides two views of staffing levels
in each state, repeated from the 1993 COSHRC study,
that attempt to measure the number of employees in
archives and records management against the demand
for their services, one external and one internal.

The first examines one source of externally generated
demands, other agencies of state government. It
compares the total archives and records staff to the total
number of state employees (see Table 4). It is based on
the assumption that the overall records-related workload
(i.e., the volume of records generated) will increase as the
total number of state employees increases.

The second measure used is the “intensity of care”
index, a concept introduced by Paul Conway in his
analysis of the 1985 census of archival institutions for the
Society of American Archivists.”® The index is the result
of a simple calculation that divides the holdings of an
archives by the number of staff members charged to care
for them. Conway and the 1993 COSHRC report used
the following formula:

(Cu ft of paper) + (MF Rolls/10) + (Computer Tapes x 10)
# of staff members devoted to archival functions

3 Paul Conway, “Perspectives on Archival Resources: The 1985 Census of
Archival Institutions,” American Archivist 50 (Spring 1987): 174-191.



In 1985, Conway found that government-related
repositories had the highest “intensity of care” indexes
among all types of archival repositories (1,206 for state-
level organizations). The 1993 COSHRC report found
that the number of state archives employees had
decreased significantly relative to the size of the holdings
in the intervening seven years (the median index was
2,342 and the average was 3,347).

Using the same calculation with the data .repo1.*ted for Entry-level Starting Salaries
the 1994 NAGARA/ COSHRC Survey 7 the dlSparlty State.s with highest and |0W§St starting
between responsibility and resources has widened even salaries for entry-level staff in 1994.
. ; . (The numbers given below represent
further. The median index is now 2,890 and the average the lowest end of the pay scale for
is 4,476 (see Table 5). entry-level professionals as opposed to
/ the average salaries discussed in the
A second table is also included in this year’s report text.)
that calculates an intensity of care index including the Professional Archivists
sometimes sizable photograph collections instead of Average, all states ~ $23,525
computer tapes, of which there are still relatively few in Highest
state archives custody. Table 6 calculates an intensity of Alaska $42,692
. . ; California $31,752
care index using the following formula: New Jersey $31,500
New York $29,000
(Cu ft of paper) + (MF Rolls/10) + (Photographs/10) Hawalii $27,824
. . Lowest
# of staff members devoted to archival functions Kentucky $15.792
. . Delaware $16,832
When paper, microfilm, and photographs are Florida $17.999
included, the average intensity of care index is 4476 and Colorado 2%3'888
. . . . (e . . u ,
the median is 2890. The rankings for specific repositories
change significantly in many cases between Tables 5 and Professional Records Managers
Average, all states $24,098
. . Highest
Entry-level professional salaries. Respondents were Alaska $42,692
; : - California $34,236
askefi to provide entry level salar.les for professional Mo Yok $25/000
archivists and records managers in order to compare Texas $28,668
compensation rates across state lines. Tables 7 and 8 Wisconsin $28,200
. . . Lowest
show the .lc.)w and high salaries in the salary range for Kentucky $15.792
these positions, and these were averaged to yield a rank Mantand | :17,535
: South Carolina 17,912
from highest to lowest. Florida $17.999
. . Colorado $18,000
Forty-three states responded with figures for Tennessee $18.000
professional archivists. In seven states, the average was

above $30,000 per year (AK, CA, MI, NE, NJ, NY, PA).
The other 36 respondents to this question averaged
between $20,000 and $30,000. Nearly all require at least a
bachelors degree and 17 states indicated that they require
a masters degree as a minimum education requirement.
Four require applicants to be Certified Archivists.

Thirty-five states responded with figures for
professional records management positions. Of these,
seven had average salaries above $30,000 (AK, CA, NJ,
NM, SD, WI, WY), but notably they were not the same
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seven that had high archival salaries. In fact, the
overall figures indicate that records managers receive
higher salaries on average than archivists. At the
same time, their education requirements are
somewhat lower. Only six require masters degrees,
22 others require a bachelors degree. The long
established Certified Records Manager designation is
required in only one state (OK).

Fees

Archives and records management programs
offer a number of services that are fee-based. As state
governments nationwide have begun to pursue
partial or full cost recovery for specific services in the
face of shrinking budgets, many archives and records
agencies have adjusted their fee structures
accordingly. As they have done so, they have had to
keep in mind the public’s right to access to public
records. Unnecessarily high fees could be a
significant impediment to an individual’s access to
government information.

The NAGARA/COSHRC survey asked each
state archives and records program to provide a copy
of its fee schedule. Thirty-six complied with the
request allowing comparisons for specific charges
among the states (see Table 10). Not all fee schedules
cover all media, so there is some significant variation
in the amount of data provided for each state.

Reproduction fees and others related to
reference services. The highest fees overall in any
state archives are found in Colorado, which was
ordered to move toward full cost recovery in 1993.
The Colorado State Archives now charges $1.25 for
each photocopy it produces by comparison with the
more typical fees of $0.15 to $0.25 per page in other
states.

Many states have differentiated fees for
photocopies depending on the amount of staff time
involved in processing the order or on the category of
user. For instance, they might charge less for
photocopies requested in person and delivered to
individuals in the reference room than for those
requested by mail. Copies produced on self-service
machines are also priced lower than those that must
be made by a staff member, although self-service
machines do not seem to be in widespread use at this
time.



The New Mexico State Archives charges the
general public $0.15 per copy, but legal firms must pay
$0.50 per copy. In New Hampshire, state agencies do not
have to reimburse the state archives for copies. Nevada
charges a slightly higher fee than most for photocopies
($0.30 per page), but the first 10 copies are free to the
public. This approach has the benefit of eliminating
nuisance paperwork from small copy orders while
probably getting closer to true cost recovery from high
volume users.

Most state archives provide copy services for a
wide range of media in addition to traditional paper
photocopies, including photographs, audio and video
tape, and microfilm. Most have higher charges when
there is a need to create a duplicating master first before
the user’s copy can be made (as in making a copy
negative of a photograph). If a master already exists,
then the fee only covers the duplicating portion of the
job.

A number of states have begun to impose charges
for search services, most of which are requested by users
who cannot come personally to the archives to perform
their own searches. Often these fees are higher for out-
of-state requests than for those received from state
residents. Several alternatives to staff searches are also
used. Some refer genealogical requests to volunteers
from the state genealogical society who charge a small
fee that goes to the society. Others distribute a referral
list of private professional researchers.

It is likely that in most states, the fees charged to
researchers cover primarily the cost of materials used to
make the reproduction (paper, toner, photo processing
chemicals, etc.), while only a small portion of any staff
time devoted to reproduction processing is recovered.

Fees for records management services. All of the
above fees are directed to users of records held in state
archives. State agencies are another significant client
group of state records management programs. The
NAGARA/ COSHRC survey did not systematically
collect data about fees charged to other state agencies,
but some information is available in Table 1 that points to
the sources of income for archives and records
management agencies.

Fees to other state agencies are collected for
records center storage and services (including packing
materials, and retrieval/refiling) and for centralized
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micrographics to state and local government agencies. In
Florida, 65 per cent of the total budget for the Bureau of
Archives and Records Management is derived from fees
while 35 per cent is from appropriations. The Florida
records center charges other state agencies for storage.
Forty-five percent of the Texas State and Local Records
Management Division’s funds are from fees for similar
services to state and local agencies. Pennsylvania also
receives significant income from its records management-
related services.

Privatization. As governors and legislators look
for sectors of government that could be privatized, many
have taken a close look at records centers in the states.
There are a significant number of private firms providing
record storage facilities to private companies, and some
have made successful bids to do the same for state
government. Rhode Island’s records center is fully
privatized. Other states known to be considering
privatization include Ohio, West Virginia, and Montana.

Preservation

Paper, film, and new magnetic media each present
their own challenges for long-term physical preservation.
The acid in modern paper makes it brittle and can turn it
to dust in a few years. Microfilm, improperly processed,
can develop spots known as “redox” that make the
images unreadable, while the emulsion in motion picture
film and camera negatives can separate from the base.
The newer magnetic media are just now beginning to
show their long-term problems. All of them of course are
vulnerable to erasure from exposure to magnetic fields.
But we are also learning that the base in videotape
shrinks in as little as 5-10 years distorting the images and
sound tracks to the point that they cannot be viewed or
re-recorded. The adhesive in some CD-ROMs
deteriorates after a few years and the recording surface
simply peels off.

Table 23 summarizes the preservation-related policies
and services available in state archives as reported to the
NAGARA/COSHRC survey. The strongest area is
internal disaster planning. Thirty states report having a
disaster plan for the state archives. However, only 16
have a disaster response team available to react to
disasters elsewhere in the state.

Preservation planning has apparently received a very
low priority despite the availability of funding for such



work from the National Endowment for the Humanities
over the last several years. Only 10 state archives report
having an agency preservation plan. Only 12 state that
there is a statewide preservation plan in place. Notably,
state archivists in several states known to have
completed NEH projects report having no statewide
preservation plan; in these cases it is likely that the NEH
project focused on library materials to the exclusion of
archival records.

Half of the states reporting have agency preservation
officers, but fewer (19) employ a trained full-time
conservator. Some receive conservation services from
their state libraries. Twenty-three state archives provide
some form of preservation assistance to other institutions
or individuals. These services range from simple advice
to full conservation treatments provided at cost.
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Meeting the Challenge:
Opportunities for Further Research and Analysis

A report that gathers and summarizes so much data raises potentially as many questions as
it answers. In the case of this report, there are at least as many questions as answers. But one
of the goals of such an exercise is to enrich and broaden the ongoing dialog among
professionals in the field, as well as others concerned about our governments’ records. Such a
study can enable them to ask better questions, deepen their understanding of the challenges to
be faced, make the most of their opportunities, and find new solutions and better strategies in
the future. This section of the report is meant to suggest rather than exhaust questions that are
raised but not addressed by the report and survey.

These questions fall into three broad categories: (1) questions raised and answerable by the
existing data, but simply not addressed in the report analysis; (2) questions raised by the
course of the analysis, but not answerable by existing survey data; and finally, (3) the more
fundamental question of whether we are asking the right kinds of questions. Many categories
of data raise all three kinds of questions.

For instance, for the first time the survey asked about state archives responsibility for and
holdings of the records and papers of governors. The data gathered is summarized in Table 15,
but the report devotes no analysis to this issue which is not new nor a focus of debate.
Nevertheless, it is an issue of perpetual interest to state archivists and has been historically a
point of contention between government archives and repositories of private papers. The table
suggests the idiosyncratic history of public policy in this area as well as its resolution in the
generally accepted policy that the official records of the governor in most states go to the state
archives, but in most states the private papers of the governor go to other repositories.

How well does practice reflect policy? The data collected does not tell us how complete the
holdings are for the official records of the governor, either in the percentage of governors
represented or the extent of the holdings retained. Is routine transfer of the records of the
state’s chief executive a measure of the effectiveness of the archival/records program? If so,
how useful or effective a program measure is it?

Another program area on which the survey gathered information that was only
summarized is in the area of microfilm programs (see Table 22, as well as Tables 13 and 18 for
related data). The report concludes that the growth in microfilm holdings appears to have
leveled off since 1992. The aggregate holdings reported by the state archives are slightly lower
than in 1992, but there are dramatic swings in individual states” reporting, suggesting
inconsistencies in what or how states are counting or a variety of factors affecting microfilm
holdings. Perhaps a matter of some preservation concern is the fact that about half the states
report redox problems in their microfilm holdings, but the survey did not gather data as to
how extensive the problem is or whether the states are taking appropriate action to correct the
problem. Also, the data does not support an analysis of the factors affecting the growth in
microfilm holdings. It would be interesting to know if there is any relationship between the
acceptance of optical and digital images as official records or legal evidence and the
moderation of growth in microfilm holdings. Finally, as in all areas, there is a question about
program measures versus program outputs. Does an increasing level of microfilm holdings or
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the presence of a certification program for microfilm labs tell us anything about whether the
state is operating an effective microfilm program.

There are many other questions of interest to archival and records professionals. The report
documents in a broad way the widespread acceptance of non-paper media, particularly
photographic and sound recordings, in the holdings of state archives, but does not gather or
present any data on how state archives are providing for the preservation, description, or use
of this material. These are potentially collections of considerable interest to a wide number of
researchers and require specialized handling. What strategies are state archives adopting to
address these media? The report struggles to assess the challenges and strategies of state
archives relating to electronic records, but is not able to tell us much about these other
technologically dependent media.

Finally, the report summarizes, but draws no conclusions, from some very basic
information about the archives profession. What is the average salary of an entry-level
professional? This is of some practical use to many professionals, both those who are already
in the field and those who are about to enter it. Presumably state archives represent a
significant segment of the profession. Yet more than half of the state archives report that they
require neither a masters degree nor specific archival training as a prerequisite for an entry-
level position. Does this reflect the history of the development of this sector of the profession,
the slowness or resistance of government personnel systems to revise requirements, the lack of
new hires, a lack of acceptance of graduate education or specialized training as useful
preparation for work in a government archives, or a non-competitive salary structure?

Some of these unanswered questions are worthy of further investigation. Many point to the
need to develop more sophisticated measures of program effectiveness. Perhaps the most often
applied criticism of the data by the Council members themselves was that too often we are still
measuring outputs rather than outcomes, quantity rather than quality, process rather than
result. To improve archivists” and records managers’ abilities to identify and adopt best
practices by establishing programmatic and policy benchmarks for quality archival and
records programs remains a key challenge, one of several addressed in the next section of this
report.
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Steps for Further Action

To address the concerns and challenges raised by this report, there are a number of areas in
which state archivists and records administrators should undertake specific activities or
enhance ongoing activities, both individually within each states and collectively through the
Council of State Historical Records Coordinators and other cooperative enterprises.
NAGARA, in particular, should consider these recommendations as it develops its future
programs and planning efforts.

Administrators and staff of state archives and records programs need ongoing professional
development and training

The rapid changes in recordkeeping technologies and the preservation challenges presented by
diverse media require constant upgrading of knowledge and skills among state archives and
records management personnel.

Continue the annual institutes on electronic records issues at the University of Pittsburgh for state
archives and records management staff.

Provide practical staff with practical training locally and nationally on new technologies,
preservation requirements for specific media (paper, magnetic, film), and other areas in which
response to constant and rapid change is essential.

State archives and records programs must provide records creators in state and local
agencies with sufficient guidance and training on long-term requirements for records
management in all media

State archivists and records managers, along with other colleagues in the public and private
sectors, are developing functional requirements for electronic information systems to ensure
that the records they produce are comprehensive, authentic, and tamper-proof. These and
other standards of good practice can secure government records for the long-term benefit of
policy makers and citizens alike. In order to understand the significance of these standards
and implement them properly, state government employees must have easy-to-understand
guidelines and thorough training led by state archives and records management personnel.

Develop training modules and written guidelines for electronic recordkeeping
functional requirements.

Identify and disseminate information about other national standards of good recordkeeping
practices in all media, providing additional guidance and training
as necessary.

Work with NASIRE, ARMA, and other appropriate professional organizations to promulgate this
information to their members.

Users must be informed about what records are available and how to access them

There is great unrealized potential in the use of state archives holdings for administrative,
scholarly, and personal endeavors. Electronic access tools will enable much broader access to
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state archival holdings, initially through catalog descriptions and indexes, and eventually
through electronic delivery of documents themselves.

Investigate the potential benefits from and encourage the development of
Government Information Locator Services (GILS) in the states

Examine techniques for providing remote access to information about holdings
and to actual records (e.g., bibliographic networks and WWW home pages) to
encourage development of appropriate and useful tools

Archivists and records managers must promote the identification and adoption of best
practices among all government archives and records programs

State archivists and records program administrators have come to realize the value of sharing
information about their programs with peers in other states. The annual statistics NAGARA
has collected since 1989, along with the more detailed data and anecdotal evidence collected
by COSHRC, could provide the basis for establishing programmatic and policy benchmarks
that all programs should strive for.

Continue to collect and disseminate statistical information that is useful in the development of
annual budgets, staffing plans, fee schedules, facilities design, and other administrative activities
and request the submission of specific types of program documents (e.g., access policies,
legislation, job descriptions).

Encourage each state to mount policy documents and other information about
their archives and records management programs on their World Wide Web
home pages and develop a central Internet-based directory that would point
to each of these sites for ready access and comparison.

Provide support for innovative projects that could serve as models for other
governmental records programs and ensure that information about the
outcomes of such projects is made known.

Archivists and records managers at all levels of government must foster effective strategic
partnerships and cooperative projects to achieve common goals
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The establishment and maintenance of sound recordkeeping practices require the cooperation
and commitment of all those responsible for the creation, preservation, and use of records.
State archivists and records managers must continue working together on their shared
concerns and must actively reach out to other organizations and institutions whose interests
are also involved.

Continue collaboration among the state and territorial archives, and with
the National Archives and Records Administration, to develop benchmarks and to share best
practices within government records programs at all levels.

Advocate recognition of long-term recordkeeping requirements by each
state’s information resources management and information policy bodies

Pursue active collaborations between archives, records, and information management associations
(COSHRC, NAGARA, SAA, ARMA, NASIRE, etc.).
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Appendix A:
Sample State Profile

A broad range of information about the archives and records programs in each state was
collected in the course of the joint NAGARA /COSHRC survey. Profiles of each state’s ar-
chives and records management programs, similar to the one presented here, were compiled
as companions to the main report. Copies are available from each of the state coordinators (see
addresses listed on the inside covers of this report).
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Entered the Union 1788

Population (est. 1994):
3,664,000 Rank: 25/50

Land Area (square miles):
30,111 Rank: 40/50

South Carolina

State Historical Records Coordinator:
Roy H. Tryon, State Archivist and Records Administrator
South Carolina Department of Archives and History
1919 Blanding Street, Columbia, SC 29201
Telephone: (803) 734-7914
Internet: tryon@history.scdah.sc.edu

Deputy Coordinators:
Patricia A. Morris and John D. Mackintosh, SCDAH

ARCHIVES AND RECORDS PROGRAM

FINANCES

Qe

State Archives Established: 1905
reorganized 1954
State Records Management Initiated: 1973

Archives and Records Management Placement
South Carolina Department of Archives and History
(SCDAH) (independent agency)

Total State Govt Expenditures (1993):
$8,793,206,000Rank: 25/50

Total Budget, Archives and Records Management (FY
1994):
$2,800,000Rank: 10/43

Percent of Total State Expenditures Allocated to
Archives and Records: 0.032 % Rank: 6/43

SCDAH funding has been relatively stable over last 2 years.

STAFFING

il

State Government FTEs (1992):
77,754Rank: 19/50

Archives & Records FTEs (1994):

Number of Archives/Records FTEs per 1000 State FTEs:
0.81 Rank: 9/43

Average earnings for all full-time state employees

Total 63 Rank: 9/43 (Oct. 1992): $25,176
Archives 29 ;
Salary ranges for entry level professionals
Records Mgt 34 Archivist | $18,626-28,497
Rec Mgt Analyst $17,912-26,867
HOLDINGS gl
State Archives (FY 1994) Records Center (FY1994)
Paper records Government 18,316 cu. ft. Paper records Government 85,424 cu. ft.
Nongovernment 40 cu. ft. Microfilm (total no of rolls) 124,421  rolls
Microfilm (total no of rolls) 18,485 rolls Computer tapes 890 reels
Photographs 3,201 items Films, videos, audio tapes 200 items
Films, videos, audio tapes 4,046 items Maps, blueprints, drawings 144 cu. ft.
Maps, blueprints, drawings 500 cu. ft. Books 192 items.
Artifacts 10 cu.ft.
Books 426 cu. ft.

ACCESS TO RECORDS IN STATE ARCHIVES

Reference services provided (FY 1994)

Individual daily visits 12,482
Mail requests 3,843
Telephone requests 5,353

Reference activity has increased over last 2 years.

Services provided free of charge:
Use of reference room

Services provided for a fee:
Photocopies of documents or finding aids
Answers to in-state and out-of-state mail requests

Arrangement and description activities (FY 1994)
Records arranged and described 5,276 cu. ft.
(4,596 series)

Descriptions of holdings are provided through:
Network: RLIN (as of 6/95)

Nonelectronic finding aids  available at SCDAH describe
100% of holdings at record group level and 40% at
series

Published finding aids  produced by SCDAH describe
25% of holdings at record group level

Automated finding aids  accessible in-house describe
100% of holdings at record group level and 6% at
series level.




FACILITIES

)

State Archives Facilities
(owned by state)

Constructed: 1958-59 Renovated: 1971
Total storage capacity: 22,311 cu. ft.
Percent now occupied: 86%

Will be full within 2 years.
Plan to construct new building.

Existing environmental controls:
100% year-round temperature controls
100% year-round humidity controls
100% fire detection
0% fire suppression

Self-imposed standard: 70° F and 50% relative humidity.

State Records Center
(owned by state)

Constructed:  ca. 1960, major renovation for
Records Center in 1977

Total storage capacity: 100,932 cu. ft.

Percent now occupied: 86%
Will be full within 5 years.
No construction planned.

Existing environmental controls:
0% year-round temperature controls
0% year-round humidity controls
100% fire detection
100% fire suppression

SERVICES TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Technical assistance provided by State Archives (FY 1994):

No. completed 1,623 (state agencies)
1,021 (local govts)

No. of agencies served 101 (state agencies)
217 (local govts)

No. of local government units:
46 counties 91
270 municipalities 297

school districts
special districts

Services to state agencies and local governments:

Training and consultation

Publications

Conservation/preservation services

Micrographics services and security microfilm storage
(free microfilming of older local government records

Inventorying State Archives has authority to accept
original archival records from local governments, but
generally does so only as last resort.

MICROGRAPHICS

@

PRESERVATION POLICIES AND SERVICES 8

Microfilming activities by Public Records Division (FY

1994)
Source document microfilming 2,144,79 images
Processing 13,004 rolls
Duplicating 7,493 rolls

Centralized micrographics services discontinued March 1994.

Archives and Records Management Division has experienced
redox problems.

State Archives stores security microfilm for state and local
government agencies.

A certification program for microfilm laboratories is under
development

Preservation activities by State Archives (FY 1994)
660 sheets cleaned 90 volumes rebound
634 sheets deacidified 42 volumes repaired
319 sheets mended
373 sheets encapsulated

State Archives has a preservation officer and employs 2
trained, full-time conservators.

State Archives provides conservation treatment for a fee to
state and local government agencies, private repositories,
and individuals.

State Archives does not have a written preservation plan or
a written disaster plan.

South Carolina has a statewide preservation plan which is
administered by PALMCOP (Palmetto Archives, Libraries,
and Museums Council on Preservation). The State
Archives administers a disaster response plan.

AUTOMATED APPLICATIONS

B

SCDAH uses automation applications for the following:
Finding aids
Accessioning
Inventory control
Records sched
Correspondence

dBase (as of 7/9/95)
Word Perfect

Word Perfect 6.0

Minaret, AIIMS, RLIN (as of 6/95) -

Paradox, Word Perfect 6.0, RMIIS

Electronic Mail
State Archives can communicate within the agency, with
other state agencies, and with others via the Internet via
a connection through the University of South Carolina.

NASIRE reports that South Carolina is implementing
Internet access for state agencies.




ELECTRONIC RECORDS H

State Archives does not have an electronic records © Infall 1995, the Archives will publish a manual on the
management program. ~ management of records on personal computers (PCs). Itis
State Archives has surveyed/ inventoried and scheduled intended for state and local government agencies and wil
dispositions for electronic records. It stores security copies of - Provide guidelines on organizing directories and documents,
electronic records for other agencies and, beginning in including e-mail.

FY1996, accessions electronic records.

RECORDS-RELATED LEGISLATION, REGULATIONS, AND GUIDELINES 25
Definition of a record * Admissibility of microfilm

1990 statute. Includes both electronic records and e- : 1978 statute

mail. Admissibility of optical images
Public’s _right to access to government records : 1978 statute

provided in statute. . Admissibility of electronic records
Restrictions to specific classes of records : None

provided, no time limits on restrictions are set " Theft/defacement of a public record
Permanent paper standards . 1995 statute

None Replevin
Optical imaging standards : None

1995 guidelines, policy

INFORMATION POLICY AND INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE INITIATIVES

Information Resources Management ~ Electronic Access to Government Information and
Assigned to State Budget and Control Board; State . Services
Archives is not active in state’s IRM work. . NASIRE reports that South Carolina has several
Information Policy Coordination : interactive voice response systems.
Constituted formally and assigned to State Budget and .
Control Board:; State Archives is active in state’s . !‘\‘GA reports that South Carolina has developed a
information policy work. , system that allows state agencies to share information
) ) . and data electronically.” Other technology applications
Government Information Locator Service : include electronic filing of tax returns, digitized driver's
The SDAH has received a $21,700 NHPRC grant to : licenses, and online debit cards to replace food stamps.

develop a prototype.

State of South Carolina
http://www.state.sc.us

SPECIAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS l:b
New Archives and History Center "~ SC-GA Records and Information Management
The SC Budget and Control Board has approved the ~ Conference
Archives’ acquisition of state-owned land for a new : The two Departments of Archives and History in South
Archives and History Center. The Archives’ hopes to : Carolina and Georgia jointly sponsored a conference for
occupy the new facility in late 1997 or early 1998. records custodians, records managers, and public
Legislature just appropriated $5.4 million of $18.5 million records and information professionals on May 17-19,
for construction. HOK is the firm doing architectural work. 1995, in Augusta, GA. Cosponsors were the University
Department of Archives and History WWW Home Page : of Georgia, the Georgia Qertlfled Public Manager
http://Aww.wcdah.sc.edu/homepage.htm Program, and the Georgia Records Association
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SHRAB ACTIVITIES

Strategic Plan
In 1993 and 1994, as part of a larger strategic planning
process, the SC SHRAB conducted an extensive
update to its 1988 assessment of the condition and
needs of South Carolina’s historical records. The
project focused on several key areas: state government
records, local government records, private repositories,
corporate records, and information technology. The
project report, “Palmetto Reflections: A Plan for South
Carolina’s Documentary Heritage,” was issued in 1994.

Public Service Announcements
The SC SHRAB produced Public Service announcements
during 1994 and 1995 through South Carolina Educational
Television Network.

Annual Conference
Over 200 people attended the SHRAB'’s 1995 annual
conference.

Regrant Project
SHRAB is now conducting a regrant project with $95,400
in NHPRC funds for repositories with manuscript and
nongovernment archives holdings.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

QL=

State Archives and Records Management

Roy H. Tryon, State Archivist and Records Administrator
SC Department of Archives and History

State Records Center

1919 Blanding Street, Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone: (803) 734-7914  Fax: (803) 734-3387
Internet: tryon@history.scdah.sc.edu

Notes

Program elements included in Archives and Records
Management budget and FTE figures:

In addition to core elements found in most state archives
programs (records scheduling, appraisal, accessioning,

processing, archival description and reference, and training),

the South Carolina budget and personnel figures also cover

e service to local governments
e records preservation e records center
e service bureau microfilming (discontinued 3/94)

In addition to appropriations, the SCDAH receives funds from

fees for services and grants.

e preservation microfilming, -

Abbreviations/Acronyms
COM Computer output microfilm
COSHRC Council of State Historical Records Coordinators
FTEs Full time equivalent staff positions
SHRAB  State Historical Records Advisory Board
N/A Not available
NAGARA National Association of Government Archives and
Records Administrators

NASIRE National Association of State Information Resources
Executives

NGA National Governor’s Association

NHPRC National Historical Publications and Records
Commission

RLIN Research Libraries Information Network

SHRAB  State Historical Records Advisory Board

Sources

Unless otherwise specified below, all information in this
profile was provided by the State Archives and/or Records
Management offices in the state. Most 1994 data was
collected on the Joint Survey administered by the National
Association of Government Archives and Records
Administrators (NAGARA) and the Council of State
Historical Records Coordinators (COSHRC). Additional
information was collected from state-issued newsletters and
publicity materials, the NAGARA newsletter, Clearinghouse,
and interviews with state personnel.

Contact for COSHRC report: Roy H. Tryon, State Archivist
and Records Administrator, SC Department of Archives and
History, State Records Center, 1919 Blanding Street,
Columbia, SC 29201. Telephone: (803) 734-7914. Fax:
(803) 734-3387. Internet: tryon@history.scdah.sc.edu

Estimated State Population (July 1, 1994):
Estimates were published in the Census Bureau
newsletter, Census and You (January 1995): 3. The
numbers include Armed Forces personnel residing in
each state.

State Government Finances , Employment, and Earnings
Data:
U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Finances: 1993,
Public Employment: 1992.

Number of local government units: U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1992 Census of Governments, Government
Organization.

E-mail and Information Policy and National Information

Infrastructure
NASIRE, “Development of the National Information
Infrastructure: Issues of State and Local Governments,”
Issue Focus Report (April 1994):9, 15; NGA,
“Technology Inventory,” Government Technology ((May
1995): 36-40, National Assn of State Directors of
Administration and General Services, “Survey of
Technologies Accessible to State Agencies,”
Government Technology (May 1995): 52, “Internet
Connections to State Government,” Government
Technology (May 1995):62. 43




Appendix B:
Tables

Collection and Interpretation of Statistics

Unless otherwise noted, data in the following tables were collected during the FY1994 Survey of State
Archives and Records Programs jointly conducted by the National Association of Govern-ment
Archives and Records Administrators (NAGARA) and the Council of State Historical Records
Coordinators (COSHRC) in early 1995.

Statistics always present problems in collection and interpretation, and those appearing in this report
are no exception. Both NAGARA and COSHRC are working to improve the data collection process
and hope to use the statistical reporting efforts as a basis for developing common programmatic and
policy benchmarks.

In reading the various statistical tables and comparisons, it is important to remember the inherent
limitations in all of the numbers. They are presented here to provide an overall impression of
conditions, not definitive conclusions.

Tables

Budget

1 Sizes of State Budgets Relative to Expenditures for Archives and Records Programs
2 Budgets for State Archives and Records Management Programs Reported to NAGARA FY 1989 -
FY 1994

Personnel

3  Detailed FTEs for Archives and Records Programs

4  Archives/Records FTEs (FY1994) Relative to Total State Government FTEs (FY1992)

5 Intensity of Care Indexes(with electronic records)

6 Intensity of Care Indexes (with photographs)

7 Salaries for Entry-Level Professional Archivists in State Archives

8 Salaries for Entry-Level Professional Records Managers in State Records Programs
Facilities

9  Archival Facilities
10  Records Center Facilities

Holdings

11a State Archives Holdings, part 1 (paper, microfilm)

11b State Archives Holdings, part 2 (newspapers, books, computer generated, optical disks)

11c State Archives Holdings, part 3 (photos, motion, maps, artifacts)

12 Growth in State Archives Paper Records Holdings, 1986-1994

13 Growth in State Archives Microfilm Holdings, 1986-1994

14a State Records Center Holdings, part 1 (paper, microfilm, computer-generated, optical disks)
14b State Records Center Holdings, part 2 (photos, motion, maps, books, other)

15 Disposition of Governors’ Public Records and Private Papers
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sl

ees

Fees for Photocopies, Fax Transmissions, Microfilm
Fees for Photos, Video Tapes, Audio Tapes, Certified Copies, Use, Searches
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Access
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28  State Archives Placement (Parent Agencies)
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